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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFTPF 



Docket No. IN THE T INTTPn STatrc oatcxit axtt,™, r,^, „ U 3 

44S563/0198 

Applicants: Kazabiko Ham, et al 



SerialNo.: 09/924,312 ArtUnjt: 2861 

Filed: August 7, 2001 Examiner: Anh T.N. Vo 

For: INK CARTRIDGE FOR INK JET RECORDER AND 

METHOD OF MANUFACTURING THE SAME 



Date: October 24, 2003 



REQUEST FOR REFUND 
(37C.RR.Sl.2fTf 



Mail Stop 16 

Director of the US Patent and Trademark Office 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 223 1 3- 1 450 

Sir: 

For the reasons set forth below, Applicant respectfully requests a refund in the 
amount oft§52O0§)for an extension fee/Sroncously deducted by the Director on July 1 J , Qo3, 
from the undersigned's Deposit Account No. 19-4709 in connection with the subject application. 

This request is made pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.26, and is being submitted within 
two years of the payment of the fees for which a refund is now sought. In accordance with 37 
C.F.R. § 1 .26(b) copies of the deposit account statements for the period in question, June and 
July, 2003, indicating the disputed charges (July 1 1) arc annexed at Tab A. 

Applicants will now explain why the amount of the fee in question ($820) was in 
error, and only $300 should not have been deducted. 

The S820 fee in question is associated with fee code #1253, the code for a three 
month extension of lime (large entity), and it is understood that this fee was deducted because a 
Request for Continued Examination ("RCE") was allegedly filed within the third month's 
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extended period for reply. However, because an extension fee for a one month extension was 
previously paid, and because the papers were filed within the second month's extension, only a 
$300 fee was due. 

The relevant events during prosecution of this application follow; 

On January 28, 2003, an Office Action setting a shortened three-month period for 
response was mailed. Thus, the unextended due date for response fell on April 28, 2003. For 
convenience, a copy of the cover page of the Office Action is annexed at Tab B. 

On May 28, 2003, Applicants filed a Petition for Extension of Time (1 month) 
and an Amendment After Final Rejection responding to the January 28 Office Action. These 
papers were filed by facsimile, in accordance with the provisions of 37 C.F.R. § 1 .8. Copies of 
the Petition, Certificate of Transmission under 37 C.F.R. § 1.8, and facsimile confirmation sheet 
are annexed at Tab C. 

As shown on the annexed June 2003 Deposit Account statement (Tab A) the fee 

A [] ■ 

for the'one month extension of time, in the amount of $1 10, was deducted on June 5, 2003. 

On June 30, 2003, within two months after the shortened three month period for 
response to the outstanding Office Action (June 28 being a Saturday, the due date for response 
extends to Monday, June 30. 37 C.F.R. § 1 .7(a)), Applicants filed a Request for Continued 
Examination and a Petition for Extension of Time seeking a second month's extension, in 
accordance with the provisions of 37 C.F.R. § i.g. Copies of the Petition, Certificate of 
Transmission under 37 C.F.R. § 1.8, and facsimile confirmation sheet are annexed at Tab D. 

With reference to the second Petition for Extension of Time, it should noted that 
the Director was authorized to charge the amount of $300 to the undersigned's Deposit Account, 
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»*. the difference between the S<,0 fee reared for . ,„ momh ^ , f ^ ^ 
the $1 10 already paid with the earlier Petition fi lK J on May 28, 2003. 

A3 noted above, on My „,a fee i„ to mrt of I820was fa ^ 

appHcanon - however, this „ of mis te , 5 in m ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Contrnued Exatnmation « timcly fibd Junc 30> ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

period forresponsc to OMce Action, meamn* o„,y the U 10 fee for a h vo month _ of 
•m» was due. A ppare„ t , y , ^ ^ _ ^ ^ for ^ ^ 

accorded the correct June 30 filing date. 

Applicants therefore respecrfuily reoues, a refund in the amount o^go^) tins 
ben* the difference between the ex,=n S ,„„ fee charged , J8 20, and the extern fee was 
due ($300. $t 10 having been previously paid). 

credit Ms t0 to mtei91ca , ^ ^ ^ _ ^ 

and send confirmation of the same ,o Applicant. m ^ rsignei at(on , ey 

qUCS ' i0nS ' P,eM ' Apphci) undersigned attorney 

at the address below. 

Respectfully submitted, 




David L. Schaeffer 
Registration No. 32,71 6 
Stroock & Stroock & Lavan LLP 
180 Maiden Lane 

New York, New York 10038-4982 
(212) 806^5400 
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